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Dear Ms. Searcy:

Enclosed for filing are the original and four copies of
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company's Comments in the Notice of
proposed Rulemaking CC Docket No. 93-22.

Also provided is a duplicate of this letter and the
enclosures. Please date stamp and return this duplicate as
acknowledgement of its receipt. Questions should be directed to
Mrs. Debbie Davidson at (513) 397-1333.
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I. Introduction.

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT"), by its

attorneys, hereby submits its comments in response to the

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Notice of Inquiry ("NPRM") in

the above-captioned matter, released March 10, 1993, In this

proceeding, the Commission seeks to establish regulations to

implement statutory provisions of the Telephone Disclosure and

Dispute Resolution Act ("TDDRA") and seeks comments on those

proposed regulations. CBT will comment briefly on a number of

issues.

II. Restrictions on the Use of 800 .umbers for PaY-Per-Call
and other Au4iotezt services.

The TDDRA directs the Commission to establish rules

severely constraining the use of 800 numbers for pay-per-call

purposes, including the use of such numbers in any manner that

would result in the caller being called back collect to receive

audio information services or simultaneous voice conversation



services . .ll CBT strongly believes it is in the best

interests of the consumer to prohibit any pay-per-call charges

using 800 or other toll-free numbers.

III. Billing and Collection.

The Commission, however, invites comment on whether to

prohibit carrier billing for collect audiotext calls, and

whether such a prohibition is technically feasible.2.1 While

CBT favors a prohibition on carrier billing for collect

audiotext calls, it is unable at the present time to

distinguish between unregulated collect audiotext calls and

regulated collect calls. Because CBT's current technology

cannot distinguish between collect audiotext calls and

legitimate collect calls, it may unknowingly disconnect a

customer's regulated service for non-paYment of charges for

.-..../ what in fact is unregulated 900 service. This problem would be

exacerbated by a federal prohibition on disconnection of a

subscriber's telephone service for nonpaYment of charges for

such calls~1 unless such calls can be distinguished from

regulated collect calls.

Because it is the local exchange carrier ("LEC") which

is perceived by its subscriber as the provider of the

pay-per-call service and thus bears the brunt of complaints,

~I NPRM, para. 29.

2.1 NPRM, footnote 15 and para. 36.

~I See NPRM, footnote 15.
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CBT favors a carrier's right to terminate billing for

pay-per-call services

relevant regulations

for failure to comply with the TDDRA or

thereunder.~/ Any mandated notice

period prior to termination should be short, certainly not in

excess of 30 days.

IV. Blocking of Pay-Per-Call Services.

The Commission seeks comment on the feasibility of

providing selective call blocking of pay-per-call services,.5./

particularly interstate blocking by office cOde.~/ From a

technical perspective, there are two possible alternatives to

achieve 900 blocking by office code. Both alternatives would

require extensive costs to be incurred by the LEC and the LEC

would have no choice but to pass these costs on to the

interexchange carrier and, ultimately, to the pay-per-call

service end-user. Both of these alternatives proceed under the

assumption that the Commission would require certain types of

audiotext calls on selected office codes only, which would

require the involvement of the North American Numbering Plan

Administrator.

The first alternative, which would be the least



subscriber would not want to have access. In many cases, this

would require expansion of switch memory to accommodate all of

the line class codes that would be required, and CBT's current

switches have the capability to screen only on 6-digits

(NPA-NXX), not lO-digits (NPA-NXX-XXXX).

The second alternative would require intelligent network

(AIN) capabilities. It would then be possible to do lO-digi t

lookup, similar to 800 Data Base Service. This would require

the billing entity to incur a per query charge. However, CBT

does not anticipate deploying this technology until the late

1994 time frame.

Additionally, with respect to inbound collect audiotext

calls, information providers should be required to check the

Line Information Data Base for collect-call blocking and not

complete calls to numbers where collect calls are not wanted by

the subscriber.

v. Recoyery of Costs.

CBT agrees with the Commission 1./that costs associated

with pay-per-call regulation should not be borne by the local

or long distance ratepayer. Since pay-per-call costs and

revenues can be intrastate as well as interstate, CBT

recommends a revision of Part 36 of the Commission's Rules

through a Joint Board proceeding. Part 32 and Part 69 rule

changes will be necessary to identify the costs and revenues

for proper jurisdictional separation.

1/ NPRM, para. 43
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VI. Conclusion.

CBT welcomes the establishment of rules to constrain the

use of 800 numbers for pay-per-call purposes and to otherwise

protect consumers against pay-per-call service abuse. In some

cases, however, proposed rules will require new technology and

in all cases the cost of protection should be borne by the

pay-per-call information provider and not by the local or long

distance ratepayer.

Respectfully submitted,

D. Baskett III
Rose

Counsel for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

Of Counsel:

FROST & JACOBS
2500 PNC Center
201 E. Fifth Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202
(513) 651-6800

Dated: April 19, 1993

3217v/3218v
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